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ABSTRACT 
Social exclusion is a psychologically stressful experience that impairs 
people’s ability to control specific behaviors or events. In the current study, I 
attempted to reconcile competing predictions regarding whether exclusion is 
especially harmful to control, or self-regulate, when it is attributed to individual- or 
group-based characteristics of a person. Per the self-evaluation maintenance 
(SEM) model, social exclusion should be most detrimental to self-regulation 
when it is directed at a person’s unique traits, or individual self. In contrast, social 
identity theory (SIT) predicts that exclusion is especially damaging when it is 
directed at a person’s group membership. I examined whether the seemingly 
contradictory predictions made by SEM and SIT are because they relate to 
different circumstances concerning the fairness of the exclusion experience. 
Most research regarding individual-based exclusion involves situations in which 
the exclusion seems fair, or deserved, whereas research regarding group-based 
exclusion focuses on discrimination, or unfair exclusion. An online exclusion 
paradigm (i.e., “College Survivor”) was used to examine the role of fairness. 
During the Survivor game, Latina women experienced either individual- or group-
based exclusion that was either fair or unfair. Afterwards, participants were asked 
to taste and rate three bowls of chocolate that were ostensibly manufactured in 
three countries that used different recipes. The findings demonstrated that 
participants consumed the most calories (i.e., showed the greatest loss of self-
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control) when exclusion was fair and directed towards their individual selves, or 
when exclusion was unfair and directed towards their group selves.  
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Social exclusion is a highly aversive experience for humans because it 
threatens their needs to belong and uphold a positive self-esteem (Leary, Terdal, 
Tambor, & Downs, 1995; Williams, 1997; Zadro, Williams, & Richardson, 2004). 
Because social exclusion is extremely harmful to basic needs, it has implications 
for people’s well-being (see Williams, 2007), including their ability to overcome 
their impulses, such as exerting control over eating behaviors. Social exclusion 
can impair people’s ability to self-regulate impulses whether it occurs because of 
a person’s individual, or unique, attributes (e.g., Baumeister, DeWall, Ciarocco, & 
Twenge, 2005) or because of the person’s group memberships, such as gender 
or ethnicity (e.g., Hayman, McIntyre, & Abbey, 2015). To date, research has not 
identified whether individual- or group-based exclusion is more harmful for self-
regulation, or whether the detrimental effects of exclusion occur under different 
circumstances for both forms of exclusion. For example, most research 
concerning individual-based exclusion tends to involve fair exclusion in which the 
person might lack the criteria needed for inclusion; whereas, group-based 
exclusion tends to involve unfair exclusion (or discrimination) in which inclusion is 
actually deserved. The purpose of the current study was to examine the 
differential effects of individual- versus group-based exclusion on self-regulation, 
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and whether these effects vary depending upon whether the exclusion is fair or 
unfair. 
 
The Effects of Social Exclusion 
Psychological Ill-Being 
Social exclusion threatens people’s inherent needs of belongingness and 
self-esteem (e.g., Leary et al., 1995; Williams, 1997; Zadro et al., 2004). As 
social animals, people have a strong desire to belong, relate to others, and form 
meaningful relationships (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Leary et al., 1995). According to 
Baumeister and Leary (1995), people’s psychological desire to form strong 
attachments has an evolutionary basis because forming strong, positive social 
contacts was necessary to survival. Consequently, negative interpersonal 
encounters such as exclusion thwart people’s fundamental need for positive 
social interactions (i.e., belonging). In addition to needing others, humans have a 
basic need to preserve and enhance their self-esteem (Leary et al., 1995). Social 
relationships have a significant impact on one’s self-esteem, particularly because 
people evaluate their abilities and overall selves in comparison to that of others 
(Festinger, 1954). Experiences of exclusion can lead individuals to assume the 
cause of rejection was due to individual (e.g., intelligence or skill) or group 
characteristics (e.g., gender or ethnicity) of themselves, which can disrupt self-
esteem by reducing positive emotion, motivation, and desire for competency 
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(Leary et al., 1995). Thus, social exclusion can interfere with people’s need for 
self-esteem, which can cause reductions in fundamental needs.  
Through its effects on belongingness and esteem needs, social exclusion 
can be harmful for psychological well-being. For instance, exclusion rather than 
inclusion causes people to experience hurt feelings (Leary & Springer, 2001) and 
social pain (Eisenberger, Lieberman, & Williams, 2003). Exclusion additionally 
influences people’s emotions such that people who are excluded experience 
worse feelings (e.g., lower overall affect and more neutral emotions) and a 
stronger emotional response than people who are accepted (Blackhart, Nelson, 
Knowles, & Baumeister, 2009). Excluded individuals might also have increased 
negative affect, with people who experience rejection (versus those who do not) 
demonstrating greater anger and sadness (e.g., Williams, Cheung, & Choi, 
2000). Lastly, exclusion also negatively influences emotional well-being by 
causing excluded individuals to experience increases in anxiety (see Leary, 
1990) and feelings of distress (MacDonald & Leary, 2005). Thus, experiences of 
social exclusion can have injurious effects on people’s psychological well-being. 
Self-Control 
  Social exclusion can have other effects on well-being through its effects 
on self-regulation, or self-control. Self-regulation is a critical process that allows 
people to deliberately monitor and control their internal processes (e.g., 
breathing, cognition and emotion) and external behaviors (e.g., eating, 
movements and performance; Bell & Deater-Deckard, 2007; Muraven & 
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Baumeister, 2000). Moreover, self-regulation involves a complex interaction 
among multiple domains, such as genetic, cognitive, behavioral, and 
physiological processes (Bell & Deater-Deckard, 2007). Consequently, self-
regulatory behavior is a vital aspect of human development and function, and it 
plays an important role in environmental adjustment (Bell & Deater-
Deckard, 2007). However, self-regulatory adjustment can be difficult during 
negative social interactions because these encounters inhibit a person’s attempts 
to regulate behavior, including managing and overriding automatic processes 
such as unhealthy eating behavior. Therefore, negative interpersonal 
experiences such as exclusion can disrupt people’s ability to control their eating 
behavior, specifically by reducing their capability to regulate unhealthy or high 
caloric food consumption (e.g., Baumeister et al., 2005). In sum, self-regulation 
plays an important role in people’s everyday lives and can be thwarted by 
experiences of social exclusion. Furthermore, exclusion can reduce self-control 
when it is directed towards either individual or group characteristics of a person’s 
identity. 
Self-Control and Unhealthy Eating Behaviors 
Individual-based social exclusion, or exclusion because of a person’s 
unique skills, has been found to influence people’s ability to self-regulate 
unhealthy eating behaviors. For example, Salvy and colleagues (2012) observed 
that teenage participants who were excluded rather than included during a game 
of Cyberball (an electronic game of catch; Williams, 1997, 2001) consumed more 
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snack foods than did their included peers. Similarly, Baumeister et al. (2005) 
found that adults who were socially excluded rather than included because of 
unique interests or personality characteristics consumed more unhealthy foods 
(e.g., cookies) and were less likely to drink an unpleasant-tasting healthy 
beverage. These findings showed that individual-based exclusion weakens 
people’s ability to control health habits. That is, exclusion based on individual 
characteristics (e.g., personality) led participants to cope with rejection by eating 
more unhealthy foods or eating less healthy options. 
Group-based exclusion has also been found to impair self-regulation of 
food consumption. For instance, Hayman et al. (2015) evaluated African/Black 
American women’s eating habits following ethnic-based exclusion, or racial 
discrimination. The main findings demonstrated that ethnic-based exclusion 
(rather than inclusion) by outgroup members (i.e., European/White American 
women) led participants to increased consumption of snack foods such as M&Ms 
and Pringles chips. Similar unhealthy eating habits have been shown as a result 
of group-based stereotype threat (or awareness of negative stereotypes about 
ingroup members). Inzlicht and Kang (2010) showed that women consumed 
more unhealthy foods and demonstrated reduced self-control when the positivity 
of their group identity was threatened. Because social devaluation implies a lack 
of social belonging, stereotype threat effects might be in part due to feelings of 
social exclusion. Taken as a whole, the Hayman et al. and Inzlicht and Kang 
findings suggest that, similar to individual-based rejection, exclusion directed at 
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group memberships (i.e., ethnicity, gender) influence eating regulation, 
motivation, and behaviors.  
 
Explanations for Unhealthy Eating 
One reason exclusion might cause people to overeat unhealthy or high 
caloric foods is because eating behaviors are associated with emotions. 
Emotions are motivational in function, driving individuals to engage in 
rudimentary to multifaceted behaviors (Bradley, 2000). Although there might be 
variability across emotions and individual differences among people, when eating 
behavior is dependent on emotions, increased food intake might occur (Macht, 
2008). Increased unhealthy eating behavior happens because sweet and high 
caloric foods (or psychologically comforting foods) can be used to regulate 
negative emotions (Arnow, Kenardy, & Agras, 1992), thus preserving or 
bolstering mood. These high-fat foods can comfort individuals when they 
experience negative emotions (Thayer, 2001), are under stress (e.g., Wallis & 
Hetherington, 2009) or feel loneliness (Ganley, 1989), which are similar feelings 
people undergo during experiences of exclusion (see Leary, 1990). Thus, in 
order to improve mood after encountering exclusion or rejection, people might 
increase unhealthy food intake as an automatic comforting mechanism. In this 
case, exclusion would lead to increased negative affect, which in turn would be 
associated with increased calorie consumption.  
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An alternative to the food comforting explanation is that people might 
engage in unhealthy eating patterns after experiencing exclusion because of 
reduced self-regulatory ability, or ego depletion effects (Baumeister, Bratslavsky, 
Muraven, & Tice, 1998). The ego depletion explanation suggests that self-
regulation is a limited resource that people draw on when they exert control over 
their internal states (e.g., emotional responses) or external behaviors (e.g., food 
consumption). The ability to maintain self-regulatory behavior diminishes as 
resources are being used, and in order for individuals to regain their reduced 
self-control, it must be replenished (e.g., Inzlicht, McKay, & Aronson, 2006; 
Schmeichel, Demaree, Robinson, & Pu, 2006). Consequently, experiences of 
social exclusion and threat are particularly damaging because rejection can 
temporarily deplete people’s self-regulatory behavior and thereby reduce their 
ability to control unhealthy eating patterns (e.g., Baumeister et al., 2005; Inzlicht 
& Kang, 2010). If increases in unhealthy food consumption are due to resources 
being directed at emotional control, then attempts to regulate negative emotion 
following exclusion (versus inclusion) should be associated with increases in food 
consumption. That is, the more resources used to successfully regulate negative 
emotion (i.e., showing no differences among the negative emotion of excluded 
and included individuals), the less subsequent control people should have over 
eating behavior. Although ego depletion might be a plausible explanation for 
people’s uncontrolled eating of snack foods following exclusion, the actual effect 
of ego depletion is currently being challenged because of replicability issues 
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(e.g., Lurquin et al., 2016). Thus, in the present study, I refer to self-regulation or 
control simply as a person’s capability to deliberately engage in behaviors (such 
as uncontrolled eating) despite automatic processes (Baumeister et al., 1998; 
Muraven, Tice, & Baumeister, 1998), and not as a restricted resource that must 
be restored, or the ego depletion effect. 
Another possible explanation for people’s inability to regulate unhealthy 
eating following exclusion might be because of their perceived inability to control 
their future, or the control threat explanation (Garcia et al., in progress). 
Specifically, the control threat explanation proposes that excluded individuals 
might lose motivation to self-regulate unhealthy eating because they feel they 
cannot control future outcomes (i.e., perceive less personal control) and perceive 
a higher likelihood of future exclusion. The literature on perceived control has 
been narrowly focused on current and general control (e.g., Williams et al., 2000; 
van Beest & Williams, 2006), and to my knowledge, no work has directly 
examined people’s beliefs about future control over the results of similar events. 
That is, past research has not explored whether rejection influences people’s 
perceptions of having control over the outcomes of comparable experiences. In 
prior literature, exclusion researchers have examined people’s general control 
(e.g., “I am in control of my life”; Williams et al., 2000) or people’s particular 
beliefs about how much control they had during a specific exclusion encounter 
(e.g., “I felt in control over the game”; van Beest & Williams, 2006), with most 
research finding reductions in control (see Williams, 2007). Thus, I propose that 
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excluded people should similarly perceive lowered future control (i.e., control 
threat explanation), and perceptions of diminished control should be associated 
with both increased negative emotion and calorie consumption. Moreover, 
among people who are excluded, negative emotion and calorie consumption 
should be positively related because actual failure to control calorie consumption 
should reinforce perceptions of low future control. In the present study, I 
hypothesize that the control threat explanation will predict increased unhealthy 
eating consumption, or reduced self-regulation. I additionally suggest that the 
degree of decrease in perceived control, and subsequent overeating might be 
influenced by the cause of a person’s rejection. In other words, exclusion can 
also have varying implications based on which characteristics about the excluded 
person caused the rejection. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
INDIVIDUAL SELF AND GROUP IDENTITY 
 
Exclusion and Identity 
Depending on the social context, people might assume their exclusion is 
because of their individual characteristics or group membership. According to 
self-categorization theory (SCT; Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 
1987; Turner, Oakes, Haslam, & McGarty, 1994), a person’s psychological 
identity encompasses both the individual self (what makes the person unique 
from others, or “Me”) and the group self (what makes the person similar to 
others, or “We”). The social environment predicts which aspects of people’s 
identity (i.e., individual- or group-based) are important or relevant. Two theories 
concerning type of identity are the self-evaluation maintenance (SEM; Tesser, 
1988) theory and social identity theory (SIT; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). SEM and SIT 
differ in whether they emphasize a person’s individual or group self. SEM theory 
proposes that social interactions have a significant impact on how people 
evaluate their unique/distinctive traits, abilities, and performances (Tesser, 1988); 
whereas, SIT emphasizes people’s group identity and memberships in self-
evaluation and when engaging in interpersonal interactions (Tajfel & Turner, 
1986). Consequently, exclusion can have varying implications based on the type 
of rejection (individual or group self). SEM suggests that when people are 
rejected in situations that emphasize unique qualities and behaviors, people are 
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likely to think they were excluded because of their individual self. However, when 
exclusion encounters emphasize intergroup differences, people are likely to 
blame the rejection on their group self. Thus, depending on the relevancy of 
identity (either individual or group-based) and the social context (per SCT), SEM 
and SIT assume differing but complementary predictions about exclusion, 
suggesting that rejection can be individual- or group-based. 
Although people can be excluded because of their individual or group 
identity, exclusion researchers tend to focus on individual-based rather than 
group-based rejection, and no published research has compared the 
consequences of both. Some of the common individual-based paradigms are: 
ball tossing (Williams, 1997), Cyberball (Williams et al., 2000), “no one chose 
you” (or “get acquainted” paradigm; Nezlek et al., 1997), and “life alone” 
(Twenge, Baumeister, Tice, & Stucke, 2001). In ball tossing and Cyberball, 
participants either experience a real-world (ball tossing) or virtual (Cyberball) 
rejection encounter in the context of being excluded during a group ball-tossing 
game. In both paradigms, exclusion is manipulated by the frequency in which 
participants receive the ball, for example, two out of 15 throws during the 
beginning of the game rather than one-third of the time throughout the entire 
game (or the inclusion condition). In “no one chose you,” after getting acquainted 
with other participants, rejected participants believed they were excluded from 
partaking in a laboratory group because the four other group members preferred 
not to have the participant in the group; lastly, in “life alone,” participants are 
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informed that the results of a personality measure reveal they will have a 
secluded future life with no close relationships. In ball tossing, Cyberball, “no one 
chose you” and “life alone,” people likely attribute the exclusion to their individual 
characteristics (unless otherwise manipulated). Specifically, the individual-based 
exclusion encounters that result from these paradigms are likely to threaten 
people’s distinct self (per SEM), implying that because of their unique 
characteristics they are likely to endure a secluded future life (i.e., life alone 
paradigm) or be subjected to rejection by their peers (i.e., no one chose you 
paradigm). 
Minimal literature has focused directly on group-based exclusion, or SIT 
assumptions. In few studies, researchers have used Cyberball to explore the 
outcomes of exclusion when directed at a person’s group membership. For 
instance, Goodwin, Williams, and Carter-Sowell (2010) used Cyberball to 
manipulate ethnic-based exclusion by having either African/Black or 
European/White American participants play a virtual game of catch with two 
outgroup members. Participants were able to see the skin tone and name of the 
other players’ avatars (e.g., for European/White participants, one of the 
African/Black American players was named “Tyrone” and had a brown skin tone); 
thus, participants perceived they were playing with two members of a different 
ethnic background (both either African/Black or European/White). Goodwin and 
colleagues (2010) were particularly investigating outcomes for people who 
attributed exclusion to racial discrimination. Goodwin et al.’s findings 
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demonstrated that participants who were more likely to report their rejection was 
due to racism experienced greater decreases in fundamental needs during 
Cyberball (the online game of catch). Other researchers have specifically 
examined emotional distress, negative emotion, and high caloric food intake 
following ingroup versus outgroup ethnic-based exclusion (Hayman et al., 2015), 
categorical perception among ingroup and outgroup rejection encounters (Sacco, 
Wirth, Hugenberg, Chen, & Williams, 2011), and initial responses and recovery 
time after gender-based ostracism (Wirth & Williams, 2009). Taken as a whole, 
these researchers found that group-based exclusion produces increased 
negative reactions (e.g., higher calorie consumption and hypersensitivity to facial 
expressions). However, none have yet disentangled the consequences of 
individual- versus group-based exclusion on regulatory behavior, or investigated 
the role of perceived fairness (or deservingness) on self-control. 
 
The Role of Fairness 
The type of exclusion (individual or group-based) might have different 
implications depending on perceptions of fairness or deservingness. Research 
paradigms on individual-based exclusion seem to imply the exclusion is due to 
something about the person and to some degree deserved, whereas, rejection 
based on group membership, is typically understood as involving unfairness. For 
instance, at the individual-level, participants who perceive they will likely spend 
their future life alone based on results of a personality measure (i.e., life alone 
14 
 
paradigm) or ones who believe they were excluded from being a member of a 
peer group because of unique aspects of self (i.e., no one chose you paradigm), 
are overall led to think their rejection is based on a validated assessment or 
group consensus that their exclusion is deserved, or fair. On the contrary, 
paradigms in which rejection is due to a person’s group membership, typically 
involve discrimination. Discrimination can be seen as a proxy for group-based 
exclusion because discrimination can involve social exclusion (e.g., being 
excluded from job opportunities because of ethnicity; Dovidio & Gaertner, 2000). 
Exclusion as a result of discrimination is unfair because rejection suggests one 
will encounter discriminatory barriers because of group membership despite 
individual merit. Because individual-based exclusion paradigms tend to differ 
from group-based ones, it is impossible to detect whether one form has different 
consequences than the other form. Thus, research is needed to compare both 
forms of exclusion (e.g., individual- and group- based) and assess whether they 
produce similar or different outcomes and whether these outcomes are 
moderated by fairness. 
To my knowledge, only one article has investigated the role of fairness in 
exclusion. Tuscherer et al. (2016) examined people’s responses when they 
perceived their exclusion experience as either fair or unfair. In the fair condition, 
participants were asked to: “think about a time that you were excluded from a 
group (e.g., group of friends, teammates, and organizations you belong to) even 
though you did nothing clearly wrong or inappropriate”; whereas, participants in 
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the unfair condition were directed to similarly think about an exclusion 
experience, but “for something you did that was wrong or inappropriate” 
(Tuscherer et al., 2016, p. 283). The main findings indicated that individuals who 
wrote about an “unfair” rather than “fair” exclusion experience: 1) demonstrated 
lower fundamental needs, 2) higher antisocial intentions such as being less likely 
to smile at another person following exclusion, and 3) hyper-responsiveness or 
sensitivity to both positive and negative facial expressions. These findings 
suggest that people react more negatively following experiences of unfair rather 
than fair exclusion.  
 Potential limitations in Tuscherer et al.’s work might account for their 
findings. One limitation is that Tuscherer and colleagues did not examine 
whether participants attributed the exclusion to their individual self (e.g., unique 
personality and skills) or group identity (e.g., ethnicity or gender); in other words, 
Tuscherer et al. did not examine whether participants wrote about situations that 
involved individual- or group-based exclusion. Therefore, it is possible that 
participants varied in whether they focused on experiences that were related to 
their individual qualities (e.g., not receiving an invite to a party because s/he is 
disliked for being “rude”) or group membership (e.g., being denied a job 
opportunity because s/he is African American). Possibly, those who wrote about 
unfairness focused on exclusion due to group membership, whereas, those who 
wrote about fair exclusion focused on individual-level rejection. Another limitation 
in Tuscherer et al. is the ambiguity in how participants might have perceived, or 
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defined, “fairness”. The phrasing of the question suggests that the fairness of the 
experience was more subjective, or based on whether the participants thought 
the exclusion was deserved or warranted. Perhaps the findings would have been 
different if perceived fairness was manipulated to be more objective, in that 
exclusion occurred when participants were either low or high performing 
members of a group (indicating legitimate versus illegitimate exclusion, 
respectively). In that case, participants who thought exclusion was due to their 
individual-based (rather than group-based) inabilities might have shown worse 
outcomes when the inclusion was fair (rather than unfair). A third limitation is that 
participants in Tuscherer et al.’s research might have limited their reflections to 
the kind of fair exclusion experience they would be able to control from 
happening in the future. For instance, participants might have attributed the 
exclusion to unstable rather than stable characteristics such as not playing well 
during an audition because of nervousness rather than to inability. In other 
words, the experiences they thought of might not have said anything about 
themselves as a person (being fairly or unfairly eliminated because their stable 
individual or group qualities), but instead about the specific situation (e.g., was 
nervous during tryouts). To avoid the limitations in Tuscherer et al.’s method, I 
developed a research paradigm in which types of elimination (individual-based or 
group-based) and fairness (fair or unfair) were both manipulated. Based on 
predictions made by both SEM and SIT, I offer predictions that qualify Tuscherer 
et al.’s findings I predict that individual exclusion is most detrimental when it is 
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fair, whereas, group exclusion is most damaging for people when it is unfair 
because these two exclusion contexts would be the most harmful to actual and 
perceived control. 
 
Identity, Fairness, and Self-Regulation 
Based on SEM and SIT, fair versus unfair and individual versus group-
based rejection might have different implications for actual control and perceived 
control over similar events (see Schmitt, Branscombe, Silva, Garcia & Spears, 
2006). Individual-based, unfair rejection allows individuals to attribute the 
rejection to an unstable source (unfair person or situation) whereas fair rejection 
implies that the personal self is undeserving of acceptance. Consequently, 
individual-based fair exclusion might inhibit actual self-control (i.e., increase 
unhealthy eating behavior), and one reason might be because the threat of future 
rejection is thought of as high. Thus, following from SEM, I predict that fair rather 
than unfair exclusion will impair self-regulation when it was related to individual 
identity. In contrast, group-based rejection is likely the most harmful to members 
of low status groups (e.g., women, Latinos/Hispanics) when it is unfair rather 
than fair because it implies that even when acceptance is deserved one has low 
control to change the situation or seek alternate paths to acceptance. 
Consequently, consistent with SIT, I predict that unfair rather than fair group-
based exclusion will impair self-regulatory ability when it is related to group 
identity/membership. I further predict that following from the control threat 
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perspective, the highly aversive situations (fair individual-based rejection and 
unfair group-based rejection) will lead to reduced perceptions of future control 
over exclusion (or lowered personal control), which will be associated with 
increased negative emotion and calorie eating. That is, actual attempts at control 
will likely fail because perceptions of future control will be reduced.  
 
Overview of Study and Hypotheses 
The present study was designed to test Latina/Hispanic women’s ability to 
control their calorie consumption following social exclusion. To induce 
experiences of exclusion, I used a computer application called CSUSB Survivor. 
The Survivor paradigm, which was developed for this research program, allowed 
me to realistically simulate individual-based versus group-based exclusion and 
fair versus unfair exclusion. I hypothesized that when Latinas were rejected due 
to their individual selves (or unique performances), calorie consumption would be 
greater when they were fairly excluded rather than when they were unfairly 
excluded (based on SEM). When participants were rejected because of their 
group selves (or ethnicity), I hypothesized that calorie consumption would be 
greater when they were unfairly excluded rather than when they were fairly 
excluded (based on SIT). I additionally hypothesized that in the conditions where 
Latina participants were expected to consume more calories or experience 
greater self-regulation loss (i.e., individual self and fair exclusion, group self and 
unfair exclusion), they would report higher levels of negative emotion and expect 
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a higher likelihood of experiencing future rejection on similar tasks (i.e., less 
perceived control of future). Further, perceptions of reduced future control would 
mediate the relationships between condition and both calorie consumption and 
negative emotion, which would be positively related in the individual fair and 
group unfair conditions.   
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CHAPTER THREE 
METHOD 
 
Participants and Design 
Participants were 229 Latina/Hispanic female undergraduate students (M 
age = 21) at California State University, San Bernardino (CSUSB). Approximately 
23% were classified as freshman, 21% were sophomores, 26% were juniors, and 
30% were seniors (or fourth and fifth year students). Participants were recruited 
from the CSUSB SONA Research Management Systems and screened prior to 
the study. Individuals who identified as diabetic or suffered from similar illnesses 
that prevented them from consuming sugar were excluded from the study. 
Participants were assigned to one of four conditions in a 2 (Type of Exclusion: 
Individual-based vs. Group-based) × 2 (Fairness of Exclusion: Fair vs. Unfair) 
between-participants factorial design. Participants were awarded course credit 
for their participation in the study. 
 
Materials and Procedure 
The materials that were used in the study were: pens, papers, computers, 
digital kitchen scales (0.1 gram to 3000 grams), webcams (computer cameras), 
plastic tongs, bowls, plates, hand sanitizers, water bottles, and chocolate candy. 
A computer was used as the instrument for participants to answer all surveys and 
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play the Survivor game. A pen and paper was used for participants to rate the 
chocolate candy. The chocolate candy was used to assess calorie consumption. 
Preliminary Survey 
After completing and signing the consent form (Appendix A), participants 
were first asked to complete the preliminary survey (see Appendix B), which 
included questions that assessed their awareness of the CBS reality television 
show “Survivor” (Burnett, 2000), familiarity with strategy games, as well as 
expectations and attitudes about future participation and performance in the 
game. The questions varied in response choices. Participants responded by 
either checking “Yes” or “No,” or by using a 7-point Likert scale. The purpose of 
the preliminary survey was to reinforce the cover story that they would be playing 
a competitive elimination game. For example, one item asked, “how important is 
it for you to do well in competitions like this?” (1 = Not at all important and 7 = 
Extremely important). 
The Cover Story 
A Non-Latina/Hispanic American researcher explained to participants, who 
came to individual lab sessions, that the study was about “comparing how well 
people do when they complete strategy tasks as part of a team competition 
versus when they complete the same task individually.” Participants were seated 
at a computer and told that in order to determine who would complete the tasks 
individually or as a team, they had to play two rounds of CSUSB Survivor, which 
would test participants “survivor” intelligence. Participants then learned that they 
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were initially a part of a 5-person team. After each round, the team voted to 
eliminate one player, with the goal of finishing with the strongest three-person 
team. Those who “survived” the first two rounds would go on as a team to 
compete against two other teams for a chance to win 1, 3, or 5 lottery tickets for 
a $100.00 draw, with a guarantee to win at least one lottery ticket. Those who get 
eliminated during the first two rounds of the online game would instead complete 
the strategy tasks alone and without the chance to win lottery tickets. The lottery 
tickets were meant to incentivize participants’ interest in remaining part of the 
team and emulate the real world’s effects of social exclusion on lost 
opportunities. Appendix C contains the full cover story as it appears in the study. 
The Video Game 
Once participants received the cover story, they took a full-face 
photograph, began the computer game, and received information about the other 
players. Including the participant (a Latina female), there were two Latina 
females and three White females on the team. The other video game players, 
however, were not actual players. To make the existence of the “other players” 
and their interactions with the participants more believable, all the players’ 
pictures and names were displayed on the computer (see Appendix D for 
screenshots of the player page and the full Survivor Game). The information 
about the “other players” was always the same and were also meant to later 
facilitate the manipulation of individual versus group-based rejection. After the 
team page, participants were prompted to play CSUSB Survivor. Survivor is a 
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computer game designed to simulate the survivor readiness aspect that is 
present in the reality show “Survivor”. The game provided participants with the 
identity context for manipulating the type (i.e., individual or group) and fairness 
(fair or unfair) of the social exclusion experience. The game consisted of two 
rounds of strategy “survival” tasks: “Lost on the Moon” (a three-minute task) and 
“Expedition through the Rainforest” (a five-minute task). In Round 1, participants 
were required to imagine their spacecraft has crash-landed on the dark side of 
the moon and rank a list of 15 items (e.g., box of matches, food concentrate, and 
50 feet of nylon rope) based on their importance for a 200-mile trip to their 
mothership. In Round 2, participants were required to imagine they were trekking 
through the rainforest with a backpack that included duct tape, parachute cord, a 
plastic tarp, and metal skewers. The participants were then asked to generate up 
to five creative uses for each of the five items in terms of their utility for surviving 
in that environment. After each round, the game showed all players’ scores, 
ranks, and sample answers, which were actually scripted as part of the 
manipulation of fairness. Players were then asked to vote and decide which 
player should leave the game as well as explain their choice. Once the vote was 
submitted, participants saw the decision as well as any comments that supported 
that decision. After the second round, participants were always voted off the 
game, and they were able to see who voted them off and the reasons stated for 
their elimination. The performance for both excluded players and the reasons 
given for the social exclusion served as manipulations.  
24 
 
Manipulations 
The Survivor paradigm was used to manipulate type and fairness of 
exclusion (see Appendix E for scripts for different conditions). In the individual-
based condition, the “other players” voted off a White player in the first round and 
the reasons given for the elimination choices during both rounds were individually 
and not ethnicity-related. For example, one of the reasons given for the 
participant’s elimination was, “she’d probably be better playing expedition out of 
here.” These comments were expected to communicate individual-based rather 
than group-based exclusion. In the group-based condition, the two Latina players 
were voted off and the reasons given for their elimination were ethnicity-related. 
For instance, towards the participant in Round 2, one of the players stated that 
“she’d probably be better at ‘an expedition to a Taco Stand’.” The elimination of 
the only Latina players and the racist comments were expected to give the 
impression the exclusion was due to their ethnicity, or group-based. Fairness 
was manipulated via the scores and relative rankings of players. In the fair 
exclusion condition, the two excluded players received objectively low scores 
relative to the other players so that their elimination seemed due to their poor 
performance, and thus fair. In the unfair condition, both the first excluded player 
and the participant received an objectively high score, making their elimination 
seem unfair relative to their performance. 
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Post Survivor Survey 
Immediately following their rejection, participants were asked to complete 
a short survey (Appendix F). First, participants completed the shortened version 
of the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & 
Tellegen, 1988) in which they rated the degree to which they are experiencing 10 
positive (e.g., happy, proud, cheerful) and 10 negative (e.g., tense, frustrated, 
ashamed) emotions on a 10-point Likert scale (where 0 = Not at all and 10 = 
Extremely), with my primary interest being negative emotion. Then, van Beest 
and Williams’ (2006) control items were adapted to create a measure of control 
that assessed participants’ perceptions of having future control over their lives. 
Participants were asked to imagine they will participate in future competitive 
activities with a similar group of people. They were instructed to rate their extent 
of agreement (1 = Strongly disagree; 7 = Strongly agree) on 5-items such as “I 
will feel in control over the game”, “I feel that I will be able to influence the 
direction of the game,” and “I feel that the other players will decide everything” 
(reverse coded). I expected participants to experience greater negative emotion 
and lower perceptions of control over future (i.e., control threat explanation) when 
they were either fairly excluded as individuals or unfairly excluded because of 
their ethnicity. Next, participants rated the extent of their agreement (1 = Strongly 
disagree; 7 = Strongly agree) with 20 statements that assessed the fundamental 
needs of belongingness, self-esteem, meaningful existence, and control (van 
Beest & Williams, 2006). Sample statements from each of the four-item scales 
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are “I felt one with other players” (belongingness), “Playing the game made me 
feel insecure” (self-esteem), “I think my participation in the game was useful” 
(meaningful existence), and “I felt in control over the game” (control). 
Fundamental needs questions were added to test whether they replicate 
previous research, but only in the individual-based fair and group-based unfair 
conditions.  
Calorie Consumption 
Following the post Survivor survey, participants were invited to help with 
another “unrelated” study to fill their time while their next task was being set up 
for them to play alone. Participants were asked to taste and rate M&Ms, and to 
eat as little or as much of the candy as they needed to answer questions about 
the candy. One water bottle and three bowls of M&Ms were set before 
participants, with each bowl weighing as close as possible to 270 grams. Exact 
weights will be recorded with a digital kitchen scale to .01 of a gram. Participants 
were told that each bowl of chocolates came from a different country (the United 
States, Canada, and Britain), and were made with slightly different recipes. 
Participants were asked to taste and rate the three bowls of M&Ms on qualities 
such as texture, sweetness, and saltiness (see Appendix G for rating sheet). 
Although it is true that the recipes differ across the three countries, the M&Ms in 
the three bowls were actually from the same country (i.e., United States) so the 
candy was all from the same recipe. The purpose of the misinformation was to 
justify the taste test and provide the opportunity for calorie consumption. To 
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measure consumption, I subtracted the three bowls’ post-study weight from their 
pre-study weight, and then converted the weight in grams to calories. 
Participants’ ability to restrain from eating the candy served as a measure of 
actual self-control. Being that self-regulatory ability was required to inhibit 
automatic responses, participants with less self-control (those in the fair 
individual-based or unfair group-based conditions) were expected to eat the most 
grams of candy. To simplify interpretation of candy consumption, I converted 
grams consumed to calories consumed by using the caloric information provided 
on the manufacturer’s (Mars, Incorporated) official website.  
Post Calorie Consumption Survey 
Before concluding the study, participants were asked to complete a post 
survey (Appendix H). The items in the last questionnaire included memory and 
manipulation checks, attention (or careless responding) checks, and an 
exploratory measure of elimination (or exclusion) vote agreement. There were 4-
items that served as manipulation checks for type of exclusion. To ensure that 
participants actually recognized whether the exclusion was due to their individual 
or group identity, one item asked participants to rate the extent to which 
“Ethnic/racial discrimination” contributed to their elimination from the game using 
a 7-point Likert scale (where 1 = Not at all and 7 = Very much). Answers to this 
question determined whether participants were aware of the ethnicity-based 
exclusion. Also, six items served as manipulation checks for fairness of 
exclusion. Every manipulation item evaluated the extent to which participants 
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understood what happened in the game. Also, to assess the extent to which 
participants recognized they had been fairly or unfairly socially excluded, 
participants completed the following items on a 7-point Likert scale (where 1 = 
Strongly disagree and 7 = Strongly agree): “the scoring for the tasks was fair,” 
“overall, the game was fair,” and “overall, my teammates were unfair.” These 
items further helped determine whether participant responses correctly reflected 
their corresponding condition. The last items in the survey were for the 
exploratory measure of elimination (or exclusion) vote agreement. Exclusion vote 
agreement was designed to assess the extent to which participants agreed with 
the elimination votes in the first and second rounds. For this measure, 
participants responded to the statements, “I agree with the final vote in Round 1” 
and “I agree with the final vote in Round 2” on a 7-point Likert scale (where 1 = 
Strongly disagree and 7 = Strongly agree). These questions were included to 
evaluate whether the type and fairness of exclusion influenced participants’ 
agreement with the first player’s and their own eliminations from the game. 
Following the final survey, participants were extensively debriefed (see Appendix 
I). During debriefing, participants were also told that their names were entered 
into a $100 drawing. One participant was randomly chosen to receive the $100 
prize. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
RESULTS 
 
Thirty-three participants were excluded from the study for: incorrectly 
answering attention (or careless responding; N = 1) and manipulation (N = 2) 
checks1, receiving a suspicion score of “3” or more (N = 1), indicating prior 
exposure to the study (N = 24)2, and not completing all aspects of the study (e.g., 
Survivor game, surveys, calorie consumption task; N = 4). One participant was 
additionally excluded for being a multivariate statistical outlier. Thus, the data 
from 196 participants (individual-fair, n = 53; individual-unfair, n = 50; group-fair, 
n = 41; group-unfair, n = 52) were retained and used in the following analyses.  
 
Manipulation Checks 
 The manipulations were analyzed to test whether participants recognized 
the type (individual versus group) and fairness (fair versus unfair) of their 
exclusion experience. For individual-based exclusion, the composite 2-items for 
self-attribution were found to be adequately correlated, r(196) = .51, p < .001, so 
they were averaged together. The 2 (Type of Exclusion: Individual-based versus 
                                                 
1 Participants were excluded when one or more attention check and every 
manipulation question was answered incorrectly. 
2 Participants were excluded due to “prior exposure to the research” when they 
reported taking at least one upper division psychology course (such as social, 
health and psychology of women) with the thesis chair. Taking these courses 
would have exposed participants to the purpose, hypotheses, and methodologies 
of my research. 
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Group-based) x 2 (Fairness of Exclusion: Fair versus Unfair) ANOVA revealed a 
significant main effect of fairness of exclusion, F(1, 192) = 38.06, p < .001, 95% 
CI [.93, 1.80], ηP2 = .165. Particularly, participants who were fairly excluded (M = 
5.56, SE = .16) were more likely to attribute their exclusion to their individual 
abilities (e.g., strategy ability, quality of answers) than did those who were 
unfairly excluded (M = 4.20, SE = .15). This finding demonstrated that the 
manipulation of individual-based exclusion had its intended effect: Participants 
reported their exclusion was due to their individual qualities when their rejection 
was because of low performance, or poor strategy skills. For group-based 
exclusion, the 2-items measuring attributions to racial discrimination were 
combined because they were highly correlated, r(196) = .88, p < .001. The 
composite (2-item) type manipulation was then analyzed using a 2 x 2 between-
participants ANOVA. Analyses demonstrated significant main effects of exclusion 
type, F(1, 192) = 36.69, p < .001, 95% CI [-1.92, -.98], ηP2 = .160, and exclusion 
fairness, F(1, 192) = 5.32, p = .022, 95% CI [-1.02, -.08], ηP2 = .027. However, 
these main effects were qualified by a significant interaction between type and 
fairness of exclusion, F(1, 192) = 6.04, p = .015, ηP2 = .031. Simple effects 
analyses revealed that participants in the group-unfair condition (M = 3.39, SE = 
.23) reported significantly higher racial discrimination than did those in the group-
fair condition (M = 2.26, SE = .26), F(1, 192) = 10.73, p = .001, 95% CI [.45, 
1.82], ηP2 = .053. In contrast, there was no significant differences between 
participants in the individual-fair and individual-unfair conditions, F(1, 192) = .01, 
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p = .912, 95% CI [-.61, .68], ηP2 < .001, who were equally likely to indicate no 
perceptions of racism. Thus, the manipulations for type of exclusion served their 
intended purpose, and participants in the group-based exclusion conditions were 
accurately reporting perceptions of racial discrimination.  
To assess whether the fairness manipulations worked (e.g., unfairly 
excluded participants reported the exclusion as “unfair”), the six items for fairness 
were combined and produced a reliable measure, α = .89. A 2 (Type of 
Exclusion: Individual-based versus Group-based) x 2 (Fairness of Exclusion: Fair 
versus Unfair) ANOVA of the (6-item) composite fairness manipulation check 
revealed significant main effects of type, F(1, 192) = 12.14, p = .001, 95% CI 
[.28, 1.00], ηP2 = .059, and fairness of exclusion, F(1, 192) = 65.11, p < .001, 95% 
CI [1.12, 1.85], ηP2 = .253. Not surprisingly, participants labeled their experience 
as more “fair” when they were in the individual-based (M = 4.86, SE = .13) rather 
the group-based condition (M = 4.22, SE = .13). As intended, participants who 
were fairly excluded (M = 5.28, SE = .13) rather than those who were unfairly 
excluded (M = 3.79, SE = .13) were more likely to report they were “fairly” 
eliminated. Lastly, the interaction between type and fairness was non-significant. 
Thus, these findings suggest that, in addition to the reliability of the type 
manipulations, the fairness manipulations served their intended purposes, with 
participants accurately reporting their elimination as either fair or unfair.  
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Analytical Approach for Primary Measures 
 All the primary measures were subjected to A 2 (Type of Exclusion: 
Individual-based versus Group-based) x 2 (Fairness of Exclusion: Fair versus 
Unfair) ANOVAs. When appropriate, planned simple effect tests were conducted 
within each exclusion type condition. Table 1 displays a summary of the 
ANOVAS and Table 2 displays the means and standard deviations by Type of 
Exclusion X Fairness of Exclusion. 
Negative Emotion 
Responses of sadness, tension, frustration, stress, depression, and poor 
mood were combined into a composite measure of negative emotion, which 
revealed strong internal reliability, α = .85. For negative emotion, there were no 
significant main effects for type of exclusion, F(1, 192) = .061, p = .805, 95% CI [-
.58, .45], ηP2 < .001, or fairness of exclusion, F(1, 192) = .026, p = .873, 95% CI [-
.48, .56], ηP2 < .001, however, the analyses demonstrated a significant interaction 
between type and fairness of exclusion, F(1, 192) = 3.93, p = .049, ηP2 = .020. 
The pattern of means followed the predicted pattern. The means in the individual-
fair condition (M = 3.01, SE = .25) were higher relative to those in the individual-
unfair condition (M = 2.45, SE = .26), F(1, 192) = 2.44, p = .120, 95% CI [-.15, 
1.27], ηP2 = .013; and the means in the group-unfair condition (M = 3.04, SE = 
.25) were higher relative to ones in the group-fair condition (M = 2.56, SE = .29), 
F(1, 192) = 1.57, p = .212, 95% CI [-1.23, .28], ηP2 = .008. However, none of 
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these pairwise comparisons were significantly different from one another, ps > 
.1203. See Figure 1.  
 
 
 
 
Figure 1. Mean Reported Negative Emotion as a Function of Type and Fairness 
of Social Exclusion. Error Bars Represent Positive Portions of 
Standard Errors. 
 
 
  
                                                 
3 The simple effects might have been non-significant because the study lacked 
sufficient power to detect effects. The post-hoc power analysis was at the .51 
level, which is substantially lower than the recommended .80 level (Cohen, 
1988). 
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Future Control 
After conducting reliability statistics, the original 5-item measure of future 
control was reduced to 4-items (α = .88).4 The 2 (Type of Exclusion: Individual-
based versus Group-based) x 2 (Fairness of Exclusion: Fair versus Unfair) 
ANOVA had no significant main effects for exclusion type, F(1, 192) = .08, p = 
.775, 95% CI [-.26, .35], ηP2 < .001, or fairness of exclusion, F(1, 192) = .79, p = 
.791, 95% CI [-.34, .26], ηP2 < .001, as well as a non-significant interaction 
between type and fairness of exclusion, F(1, 192) = .27, p = .604, ηP2 = .001. 
Comparison of the means revealed that regardless of the condition, participants 
indicate high perceptions of control over their future lives, or increased personal 
future control (M total = 5.87; R = 5.83 to 5.95).   
Fundamental Needs 
The fundamental needs assessment included measures of belongingness 
(α = .67), self-esteem (α = .58), control (α = .46), and meaningful existence (α = 
.74). Although these measures would have demonstrated stronger reliability by 
reducing one or more items, because these are pre-established measures none 
of the items were removed from the following analyses.5 In sum, the 2 (Type of 
Exclusion: Individual-based versus Group-based) x 2 (Fairness of Exclusion: Fair 
                                                 
4 The future control measure included these four items on a 7-point Likert scale 
(where 1 = Strongly disagree and 7 = Strongly agree): “I feel that I will be able to 
control my future life,” “I will feel in control over my future”, “I feel that I will be 
able to affect the course of my future,” and “I feel I will be able to influence the 
direction of my future.” 
5 For example, self-esteem (α = .69) and control (α = .67) measures would have 
improved reliability if one item was deleted from each measure.  
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versus Unfair) ANOVAs for the fundamental needs measures demonstrated 
some main effects, but none of the four subscales (belongingness, self-esteem, 
control or meaningful life) produced the interaction effect that was central to my 
hypotheses.  
Calorie Consumption 
Mean number of calories consumed was the principal dependent variable. 
A 2 (Type of Exclusion: Individual-based versus Group-based) x 2 (Fairness of 
Exclusion: Fair versus Unfair) ANOVA for calorie consumption demonstrated 
non-significant main effects of type, F(1, 192) = .03, p = .866, 95% CI [-16.69, 
19.81], ηP2 < .001, and fairness of exclusion, F(1, 192) = .47, p = .495, 95% CI [-
24.57, 11.93], ηP2 = .002; however, there was a significant interaction, F(1, 192) = 
5.69, p = .018, ηP2 = .029.6 As predicted, simple effects analyses for group-based 
exclusion, F(1, 192) = 4.45, p = .036, [1.85, 54.93], ηP2 = .023, showed that 
participants in the group-unfair condition (M = 108.00, SE = 8.93) significantly 
consumed more calories than individuals did in the group-fair condition (M = 
79.61, SE = 10.06). Specifically, participants in the group-unfair condition 
consumed 28.39 more calories than did those in the group-fair condition, (95% CI 
of the M difference = 1.86 to 54.92). Although the pattern for mean calorie 
consumption was as predicted, the simple effect for individual-based exclusion 
                                                 
6 The power analysis was at the .66 level, which is substantially lower than the 
recommended level (i.e., .80) necessary to detect an effect (Cohen, 1988). 
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was non-significant, F(1, 192) = 1.54, p = .217, 95% CI [-9.31, 40.80], ηP2 = .007. 
See Figure 2 for graphical representation.  
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2. Mean Calories of Candy Consumed, Indicating Self-Regulation 
Impairment, as a Function of Type and Fairness of Social Exclusion. 
Error Bars Represent Positive Portions of Standard Errors. 
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Table 1. Summary of 2 (Type of Exclusion: Individual- vs. Group-Based) x 2 
(Fairness of Exclusion: Fair vs. Unfair) Analysis of Variance Results 
With Fundamental Needs Subscales as the Dependent Variables 
 
 F (1,192) P ηP2 95% CI 
Negative Emotion (α = .85)    
 
Type .06 .804 <.001 -.58, .45 
Fairness .03 .873 <.001 -.48, .56 
Type X Fairness 3.93 .049* .001  
Future Control (α = .88)    
 
Type .08 .775 < .000 -.26, .35 
Fairness .07 .791 < .001 -.34, .26 
Type X Fairness .27 .604 .001  
Belongingness (α = .67)    
 
Type 1.71 .192 .009 -.10, .51 
Fairness 5.51 .020* .028 -.48, .19 
Type X Fairness .07  .794 <.001  
Self-Esteem (α = .58) 
     
Type <.01 .978 <.001 -.34, .33 
Fairness .73 .393 .004 -.58, .45 
Type X Fairness .31 .577 .002  
Control (α = .46) 
     
Type 6.51 .012* .033 .08, .62 
Fairness .83  .363 .004 -.40, .15 
Type X Fairness .01  .937 <.001  
Meaningful Existence (α = 
.74) 
 
  
 
Type 3.16  .077 .016 -.03, .63 
Fairness 2.56  .111 .013 -.60, .06 
Type X Fairness .15  .703 .001  
Calorie Consumption     
Type .03 .866 < .001 -16.69, 19.81 
Fairness .47 .495 .002 -24.57, 11.93 
Type X Fairness 5.69 .018* .029  
Note. *p is significant at the .05 level, two-tailed. 
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Table 2. Summary of Means per Exclusion Condition 
 Individual-Based Group-Based 
Measures 
Fair                            
(N=53) 
Unfair
(N=50) 
Fair                       
(N=41) 
Unfair 
(N=52) 
Negative Emotion 3.01a 
(1.98) 
2.45a 
(1.48) 
2.56a 
(1.70) 
3.04a 
(2.05) 
Future Control 5.83a 
(1.23) 
5.95a 
(0.97) 
5.87a 
(0.85) 
5.83a 
(1.11) 
Belongingness 3.22a 
(1.09) 
3.54a 
(1.18) 
2.97a† 
(0.97) 
3.38a† 
(1.07) 
Self-Esteem 
4.21a 
(1.21) 
4.45a 
(1.14) 
4.31a 
(1.03) 
4.36a 
(1.31) 
Control 3.67a 
(1.05) 
3.81a 
(0.89) 
3.33a 
(0.88) 
3.45a 
(0.99) 
Meaningful 
Existence 4.25a 
(1.32) 
4.58a 
(1.10) 
4.01a 
(1.19) 
4.22a 
(1.08) 
Calorie 
Consumption 
102.13a†  
(73.99) 
87.50a 
(58.68)  
79.61a† 
(53.19) 
108.00b 
(66.91) 
Note. Numbers outside parentheses are means and numbers in parentheses are 
standard deviations. Cells that do not share subscripts differ at p < .05. Cells 
designated with † symbol differ at p < .10. 
 
 
 
 
 
Negative Emotion and Calorie Consumption 
Correlation analyses were conducted for negative emotion (sadness, 
tension, frustration, stress, depression, and poor mood) and calorie consumption. 
Negative emotion was inversely related to calorie intake when exclusion was 
group-based and fair, r(41) = -.35, p = .024; whereas, it was positively associated 
with calorie consumption for participants who experienced group-based unfair 
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exclusion, r(52) = .29, p = .036. Although the correlations in the individual-based 
exclusion condition were non-significant, the pattern showed that negative 
emotion and calorie consumption had no relationship in the individual fair 
exclusion condition, r(53) = .04, p = .777, but a negative relationship when the 
exclusion encounter was individual-based and unfair, r(50) = -.15, p = .287. In 
sum, negative emotion was positively associated with calorie consumption in one 
of the most threatening conditions (i.e., group-unfair), and was negatively 
associated in the least threatening conditions (i.e., group-fair and individual-
unfair). See Table 3 for correlations.  
 
 
Table 3. Correlations Between Negative Emotion and Calorie Consumption  
 for Type and Fairness of Exclusion 
 
  
 
Calorie 
Consumption 
 Individual-Based  
      Fair 
     Unfair 
  .04 (53) 
 -.15 (50) 
Negative 
Emotion 
  
 
 Group-Based  
      Fair -.35* (41) 
      Unfair  .29* (52) 
Note. *p < .05, two-tailed. Numbers in parenthesis refer to sample size.   
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Exploratory Analyses 
The exploratory measure of elimination/exclusion vote agreement 
revealed interesting results. There were two items for agreement with elimination 
vote that asked participants to indicate their extent of agreement with Round 1’s 
and Round 2’s elimination votes. A 2 (Type of exclusion: individual versus group) 
x 2 (Fairness of exclusion: fair versus unfair) x 2 (Agreement: Round 1 versus 
Round 2) ANOVA with Agreement as a repeated measures variable revealed 
significant main effects of type of exclusion, F(1, 192) = 10.50, p = .001, 95% CI 
[.26, 1.08], ηP2 = .052, fairness of exclusion, F(1, 192) = 163.89, p < .001, 95% CI 
[2.24, 3.06], ηP2 = .461, and agreement, F(1, 192) = 14.34, p < .001, 95% CI [.24, 
75], ηP2 = .070. Participants were more likely to agree with the votes (during both 
rounds) when they were 1) individual (M = 4.71, SE = .14) rather than group-
based (M = 4.04, SE = .15), and 2) fair (M = 5.67, SE = .15) rather than unfair (M 
= 3.05, SE = .15). They were also more likely to agree with the votes after the 
first round (M = 4.63, SE = .12) when the first player was eliminated rather than 
the second round (M = 4.13, SE = .13) when they were eliminated. There was 
also a significant Type X Fairness interaction, F(1, 192) = 9.33, p = .003, ηP2 = 
.046. This interaction was driven by participants particularly disagreeing with the 
unfair votes when they were group-based (M = 2.41, SE = .20) rather than 
individual-based (M = 3.69, SE = .20), F(1, 192) = 116.92, p < .001, 95% CI 
[1.49, 2.61], ηP2 = .378. The other two-way interactions were not significant, all Fs 
< 2.41 and all ps > .124. Of most interest was the significant three-way 
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interaction, F(1, 192) = 9.04, p = .003, ηP2 = .046. The decomposition of this 
interaction indicated that agreement only differed between Round 1 and Round 2 
in the least threatening conditions. That is, participants in the individual-unfair 
condition indicated a higher agreement with the Round 1 player’s elimination (M 
= 4.20, SE = .23) rather than with their own elimination in Round 2 (M = 3.18, SE 
= .26), F(1, 192) = 15.70, p < .001, 95% CI [.51, 1.53], ηP2 = .076; similarly, 
participants in the group-fair condition reported a higher agreement with the 
Round 1 player’s elimination (M = 6.05, SE = .25) rather than with their own 
elimination in Round 2 (M = 5.29, SE = .28), F(1, 192) = 7.07, p = .008, 95% CI 
[.195, 1.32], ηP2 = .036. In contrast, participants equally agreed with the 
elimination votes in Round 1 and Round 2 in both the individual-based fair 
condition (M = 5.93, SE = .22 vs M = 5.55, SE = .25), F(1, 192) = 2.28, p = .133, 
95% CI [-.12, .87], ηP2 = .012, and group-based unfair condition (M = 2.33, SE = 
.22 vs M = 2.50, SE = .25 ), F(1, 192) = .47, p = .494, 95% CI [-.67, .33], ηP2 = 
.002. See Table 4 for summary and Figure 3 for graphical representation.  
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Table 4. Summary of 2 (Type of Exclusion: Individual- vs. Group-Based) x 2 
(Fairness of Exclusion: Fair vs. Unfair) x 2 (Agreement: Round 1 versus 
Round 2) Analysis of Variance Results With Agreement as a Within-
Participant Variable 
 
 F (1,192) p ηP2 
Within Participant Effects    
Agreement 14.34 < .001* .070 
Agreement x Type 2.43 .121 .012 
Agreement x Fairness .30 .584 .002 
Agreement x Type X Fairness 9.04 .003* .045 
Between Participant Effects      
Type 10.50 .001* .052 
Fairness 163.89 < .001* .461 
Type X Fairness 8.55 .004* .043 
Note. *p is significant at the .05 level, two-tailed. 
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Figure 3. Mean Agreement With Elimination Vote for Round 1 (Either Hannah or 
Lupe) and Round 2 (Participant) as a Function of Type and Fairness of 
Social Exclusion. Error Bars Represent Positive Portions of Standard 
Errors.  
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Moderated Mediation 
The Type X Fairness ANOVA did not produce the predicted effects on the 
future control measures. Because of these null effects, I did not conduct the 
moderated mediation analyses examining whether the effects of the interaction 
on calorie consumption and negative emotions occurred indirectly through 
control. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
DISCUSSION 
 
The purpose of the present study was to investigate the consequences of 
the type (individual- versus group-based) and fairness (fair versus unfair) of 
social exclusion on people’s negative emotion, self-regulation (or calorie 
consumption), perceptions of future control, and fundamental needs. The key 
findings demonstrated significant Type X Fairness interactions for negative 
emotion and calorie consumption, but fairness only mattered in the group-based 
condition. That is, only participants in the group-unfair condition consumed 
significantly higher calories than those in the group-fair condition. There were no 
other differences among conditions for negative emotion and calorie 
consumption. There were also no effects of exclusion type and fairness for future 
control and fundamental needs. 
 
Explanation of Findings 
Although the simple effects for negative emotion were not significant, the 
Type X Fairness interaction and general pattern of data supported my 
hypotheses. As predicted, excluded participants showed the highest negative 
emotion in the individual-fair (versus unfair) and group-unfair (versus fair) 
conditions. This pattern is consistent with prior research showing that people feel 
negatively when they perceived their exclusion as individual-based and fair (e.g., 
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rejection occurred in same-sex dyads) or group-based and unfair (e.g., rejection 
occurred in opposite-sex dyads; Williams et al., 2000). However, research on 
rejection’s influence on emotions has been inconsistent, specifically with 
excluded individuals sometimes experiencing overall reductions in positive 
emotion/affect, but not necessarily increases in negative emotions (see Blackhart 
et al., 2009). These past effects might provide insight into the present findings of 
nonsignificant or marginal (rather than large) differences in negative emotion 
among the conditions. Perhaps, because increases in negative emotions tend to 
be small, larger sample sizes are needed in order to have the sufficient power to 
detect these subtle changes. Indeed, my post-hoc power analyses on negative 
emotions indicated that my power was quite low (.50) and not equal to or above 
the recommended level (.80) that is needed to detect effects (if any; Cohen, 
1988). According to Cohen (1992), a sample size of 274 participants is needed to 
achieve power of .80 and detect a small effect in an ANOVA involving four 
groups. Despite the possibility that low power made detection of simple effects 
unlikely, the significant Type X Fairness interaction does demonstrate that to 
some extent participants experienced higher negative emotions in the conditions 
in which threat of future rejection was greatest (individual-based and fair and 
group-based and unfair). 
The data partially support my primary hypotheses regarding social 
exclusion’s harmful effects on people’s self-regulatory behavior, or their ability to 
refrain from high calorie eating. Although the means for individual-based 
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exclusion followed the predicted pattern such that participants showed higher 
calorie intake when fairly versus unfairly rejected, there were no significant 
differences in calorie consumption between the conditions (i.e., individual-fair and 
individual-unfair). The inability of the individual-based conditions to produce an 
effect again might be due to low power (.66). Another possible explanation for 
why fairness did not influence participants responses following individual-based 
exclusion is that rejection directed at a person’s individual identity might be 
equally harmful to self-regulation whether fair or unfair. Thus, for individual-based 
exclusion, either a larger sample is required to detect an effect or the fairness of 
exclusion might not be as relevant for self-regulatory behavior. For group-based 
exclusion, I did find effects for calorie consumption. As predicted, participants 
engaged in higher calorie consumption when the exclusion experience was 
group-based and unfair rather than fair. These findings coincide with past 
research on group-based exclusion which showed that people experienced 
reduced self-regulatory ability following unfair group-based rejection, or 
discrimination (e.g., Hayman et al., 2015). My significant findings for group- but 
not individual-based exclusion suggest that fairness might be more relevant in 
group-based exclusion because people are more sensitive to negative events 
directed towards their group membership (e.g., racism and sexism). 
Discrimination might also be more evident of a problem and thus, more difficult to 
deny the experience was unfair. 
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For participants within the group-based exclusion conditions, negative 
emotion was inversely associated with calorie consumption when exclusion was 
fair and positively related to calorie intake following unfair exclusion. That is, for 
participants who experienced fair group-based exclusion, increases in negative 
emotion were associated with lower candy consumption; whereas, when 
participants experienced exclusion in the form of discrimination, or unfair group-
based exclusion, increases in negative emotion were associated with higher 
calorie intake. For group-fair exclusion, these results suggest that participants 
are experiencing negative emotion, but it is enhancing their self-regulatory 
behavior through decreased unhealthy eating. Instead of higher food intake, 
participants might be using another strategy to regulate their negative emotions. 
Perhaps, participants managed their negative feelings by feeling in control of 
their food intake. In contrast, for group-unfair exclusion, my results suggest that 
negative emotion might have reduced self-regulatory behavior by increasing 
unhealthy eating. The findings for unfair group-based exclusion can be explained 
by the food comforting hypothesis. The food comforting explanation proposes 
that people’s emotions are associated with their eating behavior, and unhealthy 
food consumption might occur after a negative event because psychologically 
comforting foods can maintain or bolster mood (e.g., Arnow et al., 1992; Macht, 
2008). Thus, at least for group-unfair exclusion, participants might be eating 
more high-caloric foods because these foods help improve mood. The 
correlational findings suggest that increased negative affect and calorie intake in 
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the two most threatening conditions were not due to ego-depletion. For this 
perspective to be supported, there should not have been any condition effects on 
negative emotion, and negative emotion should have been unrelated or 
negatively related to candy consumption across conditions.    
It is less clear whether or not my findings were consistent with my control 
threat perspective. I expected that exclusion would be particularly detrimental to 
self-regulation and emotion when it was fairly directed at the individual or unfairly 
at group membership because both conditions were threatening to future control. 
In my study, individual-based fair exclusion suggested that participants lacked 
the strategy ability needed for inclusion, so would likely experience future 
exclusion when similar skills were required. On the other hand, group-based 
unfair exclusion from higher power outgroup members suggested that 
participants would face similar exclusion because of their group membership 
despite high performance. The findings on future control, however, did not 
provide support for my control threat explanation. Rather, participants overall 
reported having high perceptions of control over their future (or high personal 
control). One possible explanation for these findings is that participants’ 
responses reflected the ideologies of their individualistic culture. Individualistic 
societies promote autonomy, unique ability, and individual achievement (for 
review, see Triandis, 2001), and therefore, personal control. Thus, my findings 
might be a reflection of societal views, which overall suggests that people control 
their own futures. Because these views are so strongly held, they were unlikely to 
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be swayed by my manipulations, even temporarily. An alternate explanation is 
that my measure failed to capture the intended construct. The items were 
perhaps too specifically grounded in future repetitions of contexts similar to 
Survivor, which were unlikely to occur in reality. Plausibly, a better measure 
would be one that generally focused on participants’ sense of being able to avoid 
future exclusion from cooperative activities.        
Another possible explanation for the findings regarding future exclusion, at 
least when exclusion was group-based, is that group identification (or the extent 
to which people identify with their group membership) is predictive of perceptions 
of future control (Greenaway et al., 2015). Greenaway et al. found that people 
who highly identified with their group perceived they had high, rather than low, 
personal control. These results held even when the group experienced failure, 
which in the present study was demonstrated when the participants were 
rejected from a peer team because of their ethnicity. Although group identification 
was not examined in the current study, previous findings demonstrated that 
ethnic minorities, such as Latino/Hispanic Americans, are more likely to highly 
identify with their ethnicity, particularly following discrimination (see Schmitt, 
Branscombe, Postmes, & Garcia, 2014 for a review). Thus, group identification, 
and not my manipulations of exclusion type and fairness, might have also 
influenced people’s perceptions of control. Alternately, high levels of group 
identification might have mitigated the particularly negative impact that group-
based unfair exclusion had on perceptions of future control. 
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The pattern of findings varied across the fundamental needs measures of 
belongingness, self-esteem, control, and meaningful existence. In general, I 
found that: 1) fair exclusion caused participants to feel less belongingness than 
unfair exclusion, 2) there were no condition differences in self-esteem, and 3) 
participants who were excluded because of their individual rather than group-
based characteristics reported higher control and meaningful existence. These 
results did not support my hypotheses for fundamental needs, which stated that 
participants in the individual-fair and group-unfair conditions would indicate lower 
belonging, esteem, control, and meaning than would those in the individual-unfair 
and group-fair conditions. Instead, the results suggested that my manipulations 
either had distinct consequences on each basic need, or a consistent effect 
across conditions (with all forms of exclusion producing increased threatened 
needs). Because I did not have an inclusion comparison group, it is difficult to 
ascertain whether either of these proposed explanations is valid.  
Unsurprisingly, the results for elimination/exclusion vote agreement 
demonstrated that participants were generally more likely to agree with 
individual- rather than group-based exclusion, with fair versus unfair exclusion, 
and with the first player’s exclusion rather than their own. Interestingly, it was 
only when exclusion was group-based and unfair that participants were equally 
likely to disagree with both the first player’s elimination and their own. The later 
finding suggests that participants were more likely to identify with the other player 
when both players shared the discriminatory experience, that is, when 
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participants perceived a “common fate” (Garcia et al., in progress). This finding 
corresponds with McCoy and Major’s (2003) research, which suggests that 
discriminatory behavior against an ingroup member is harmful to a person’s 
identity, particularly when their group membership is significant to their self (i.e., 
those “high” rather than “low” in group identification). Thus, for group-unfair 
exclusion, participants might have equally opposed both eliminations because 
they perceived 1) a common fate (i.e., shared discriminatory experience) and 2) 
an injustice against an ingroup member was one against the whole group, 
including themselves. 
 
Theoretical Implications 
My findings provide the first support for the notion that both exclusion type 
and fairness matter when examining exclusion’s influence on negative emotion 
and self-regulatory behavior. Little of the exclusion research compares and 
contrasts the influences of type of rejection on people’s behavior and well-being 
(emotions and fundamental needs). To my knowledge, only one set of studies 
has examined the role of perceived fairness of exclusion on these outcomes (see 
Tuscherer et al., 2016). The results of the present research suggest that although 
social exclusion is harmful, it might be even more threatening to people’s well-
being (e.g., self-regulation and emotion) under specific circumstances. That is, 
some negative social experiences (e.g., unfair group-based exclusion, or 
discrimination) might be more damaging to well-being than others (e.g., fair 
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group-based exclusion). Thus, this work is important to augmenting the exclusion 
literature and suggesting that exclusion type and fairness are important directions 
for future research. 
It is not surprising that exclusion in the form of discrimination produced 
greater increases in calorie intake than did fair group directed exclusion. 
Previous research has connected discrimination with health disparities within 
stigmatized populations such as the prevalence of obesity and hypertension 
within African/Black American populations (e.g., Ogden, Carroll, Kit, & Flegal, 
2012; Orsi, Margellos-Anast, & Whitman, 2010). The prevalence of perceived 
discrimination, along with expectations of discriminatory treatment (Shelton, 
Richeson, & Salvatore, 2005), can result in maladaptive externalizing behavior 
such as unhealthy eating patterns (e.g., Hayman et al., 2015). Consequently, this 
work is important to discrimination literature because it suggests that even daily 
experiences of discrimination, particularly in the form of group-based unfair 
exclusion, can negatively influence eating habits. Thus, for groups who might 
experience pervasive discrimination (e.g., African/Black Americans, sexual 
minorities), these experiences might have long-term effects and explain the 
prevalence of eating-related health disparities. 
The present study provides evidence for the notion that SEM and SIT are 
complementary theories that relate to different social contexts, such as separate 
aspects of people’s identity (individual- or group-based). As previously 
mentioned, SEM makes predictions about one’s individual self (Tesser, 1988), 
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whereas SIT relates to a person’s group self (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). In previous 
research, Schmitt and colleagues (2006) demonstrated that SEM and SIT made 
different but interrelated predictions based on the type of identity (i.e., individual- 
versus group-based) relevant to the situation (i.e., intrapersonal versus 
intergroup comparisons, respectively), which suggested that these theories 
should be considered complementary instead of conflicting. Thus, the present 
study further supports previous research that proposes exploring SEM and SIT 
predictions as related perspectives that can be investigated together. 
This research is also one of the first projects that attempts to provide an 
alternate explanation to ego depletion theorizing (Baumeister et al., 1998), 
particularly for self-regulation impairment following negative interpersonal 
encounters such as exclusion. Drawing from prior research, the control threat 
explanation (Garcia et al., in progress) was predicted to explain the increased 
self-regulation loss (or high calorie consumption) in the individual-fair and group-
unfair conditions (rather than individual-unfair and group-fair, respectively). I 
predicted that when exclusion was based on individual qualities and deserving or 
group membership and unfair, people would believe that unchangeable 
characteristics of their unique (e.g., poor strategy skills) and group (ethnic 
background) selves caused the current rejection and would most likely cause 
rejection in the future. This diminished control was predicted to lead to increases 
in negative emotion and inhibit people’s motivation to control behavior over 
unhealthy food intake. Although my current research did not support the control 
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threat explanation, I do think it is significant to acknowledge my alternative 
explanation, which suggests future research questions and avenues for empirical 
inquiry. In addition, future work should attempt to explore the reason(s) behind 
people’s increased negative responses (i.e., uncontrolled eating) in my study 
following individual-fair and group-unfair exclusion conditions (rather than in the 
individual-unfair and group-fair conditions). If control threat is not the reason for 
my findings, then future research should examine other possible explanations, 
such as food comforting. 
 
Limitations 
Although the study was well designed and implemented, it is not without 
limitations. One limitation is how I measured future or personal control, which 
was used in the study to examine the control threat explanation (Garcia et al., in 
progress). In the present study, I adapted van Beest and Williams’ (2006) current 
control items to create an assessment of future life control; however, my findings 
for future control suggest that control was unsuccessfully measured (e.g., 
expectations of specific, rather than general, control was assessed). Past 
research has successfully measured personal control by using composite 
measures, for example, by combining the following 3-items: “I feel in control of 
my life,” “I am free to live my life how I wish,” and “My experiences in life are due 
to my own actions” (Greenaway, Louis, & Hornsey, 2013). Thus, future work 
should examine the control threat explanation using a more general measure of 
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future control, or one that measures perceptions that rejection is a potentially 
pervasive threat to self. 
Another limitation in my study is that the four fundamental needs 
subscales produced inconsistent results. The results might be explained by the 
low internal reliability of three of the measures (belongingness, α = .67; self-
esteem, α = .58; control, α = .46; meaningful existence, α = .74). According to 
Cohen (1988), the recommended level for internal reliability is an alpha equal to 
or above .80. In past work, researchers have developed strategies to strengthen 
the measures. For example, Tuscherer et al. (2016), created a composite 
measure of relational needs by combining the belongingness and self-esteem 
subscales, and a measure of efficacy needs by combining control and 
meaningful existence items. These measures were found to have strong internal 
reliability (see Tuscherer et al., 2016). Thus, in order to increase the reliability of 
the fundamental needs measures, future work should combine the items to 
create measures of relational and efficacy needs. It is also feasible that 
regardless of how they are measured, fundamental needs do not vary as a 
function of the type or fairness of exclusion; rather, they are lowered when 
individuals experience any form of exclusion. 
 
Future Research 
Being that this work is novel, future work should first replicate my findings 
concerning calorie consumption and negative emotion. Although post-hoc power 
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analyses demonstrated that for both measures the power was too low, the Type 
X Fairness interactions were significant, demonstrating that both exclusion type 
and fairness are relevant for calorie consumption and negative emotion. Thus, 
future work should resolve the issue of low power by increasing sample size.   
One method used in the present study to manipulate the type of exclusion 
was by providing team member feedback that was either directed at individual- 
(e.g., “she’d probably be better playing expedition out of here”) or group- (e.g., 
“she’d probably be better at ‘an expedition to a Taco Stand’’) based qualities of 
the rejected people. However, I did not directly examine how the feedback 
influenced the participants’ responses. Future work might examine how the 
feedback given affected the participants’ reactions to the exclusion experiences. 
For instance, Cihangir, Scheepers, Barreto, and Ellemers (2013) found that 
women exposed to sexism responded differently depending on whether the 
comment had a “positive intergroup differentiation” (e.g., “This is a game for 
men”; p. 153) or a “negative intergroup differentiation” (e.g., “This is not a game 
for women”; p. 153). Positive differentiation led to women responding to sexism 
by trying to invalidate the statements, whereas, women who were exposed to 
negative differentiation objected to the statement by conveying increased 
negative emotions (e.g., anger). Thus, relating to the current study, future work 
might explore whether participants responses to the exclusion experience vary 
based on whether positive or negative intergroup differentiation is highlighted in 
the feedback. 
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Conclusion 
The present work is important to the advancement of exclusion and 
discrimination research. Not only does it add to the literature, but the current 
study opens doors for exploring the aspects of exclusion experiences (i.e., type, 
fairness) that yield the most detrimental outcomes as well as produces 
explanations for why some exclusion experiences are most harmful to humans’ 
behavior, cognition, and overall well-being. Although there is a large body of 
research on social exclusion/ostracism, I have demonstrated that there are still 
gaps in the literature that require exploring, inconsistencies in findings that need 
disentangling, and hypotheses and theories that entail investigating. Therefore, 
exclusion is still a relevant and significant topic of discussion, particularly 
because of rejection’s damaging effects for people who might be commonly 
subjected to these negative social interactions (e.g., ethnic, gender, and sexual 
minorities). 
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APPENDIX A 
INFORMED CONSENT 
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"Strategy Study" 
 
PRINCIPLE INVESTIGATORS: 
Donna M. Garcia – DMGarcia@csusb.edu – Associate Professor, California 
State University- San Bernardino  
Kamiya Stewart – Graduate Research Assistant – California State University- 
San Bernardino 
Sarah Hernandez – Undergraduate Research Assistant – California State 
University- San Bernardino  
 
INTRODUCTION: The study in which you are being asked to participate is 
designed to better understand people's experiences during competitive games. 
This study is being conducted by Dr. Donna Garcia, Assistant Professor of 
Psychology, California State University, San Bernardino. This study has been 
approved by the Institutional Review Board, California State University, San 
Bernardino, and the stamp of approval is located at the end of this document. 
 
PURPOSE: We are interested in how well people do when they complete 
strategy tasks as part of a team competition versus when they complete the 
same task individually. 
 
DESCRIPTION: In this study, you will be asked to play at least two rounds of 
“CSUSB Survivor” in which you will complete different strategy tasks that 
demonstrate your “survival skills.” Before completing these tasks, you will be 
asked to complete several questions about your interest and experience with 
strategy games. Next, you will complete other measures about your experience 
playing CSUSB Survivor.  
 
Please note, this study requires participants to take a full-face photograph. 
Photographs will be deleted at the end of the study. Participants must also be 
individuals who are not diabetic or do not suffer from similar illnesses that 
prevent them from consuming sugar. 
 
PARTICIPATION: Your participation is voluntary. Refusal to participate, answer 
any questions, or complete the full study will involve no penalty or loss of benefits 
to which you are otherwise entitled. As compensation for your time, you will 
receive 4 credit points for your involvement in our study today.  
 
CONFIDENTIALITY OR ANONYMITY: Details about your performance on the 
tasks and your responses on the survey will be used solely by the researchers 
and stored on a secure computer or locked in laboratory cabinet, with no 
identifying information about you attached. By clicking "accept", you give 
permission for the use of your data to be published in aggregate form by the 
researcher. Data will be destroyed 7 years after publication. You have the right to 
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cancel your permission to use and disclose information pertaining to your 
participation in the study, in writing, at any time, by sending your written request 
to Dr. Donna Garcia (dmgarcia@csusb.edu). 
 
DURATION: Your participation in the study will take approximately 45-59 
minutes. 
 
RISKS: There are no known risks to participating in this study. The competitive 
tasks you complete could evoke some emotional stress. However, these tasks 
should cause no more discomfort than you would experience in your everyday 
life. Although it is unlikely that any psychological harm will result from 
participation in this study, if you would like to discuss any distress you have 
experienced, do not hesitate to contact the CSUSB Psychological Counseling 
Center (909 537-5040). 
 
BENEFITS: Although participation may not benefit you directly, we believe that 
the information obtained from this study will help us gain a better understanding 
of how individuals respond in interdependent competitive situations.  
 
QUESTIONS: If you have questions about the research or your rights as a 
research subject, or if you wish to learn about the results of this study after 
February 27, 2018, please contact Dr. Donna Garcia at 909-537-3893 or 
dmgarcia@csusb.edu. You may also contact the Department of Psychology 
Institutional Review Board Sub- Committee of the California State University, San 
Bernardino at psych.irb@csusb.edu. 
 
By checking accept, I acknowledge that I have been informed of, and that I 
understand, the nature and purpose of this study, and I freely consent to 
participate. I also acknowledge that I am at least 18 years of age.  
 
By checking accept, I also acknowledge that I am not diabetic and I do not suffer 
from similar illnesses that prevent me from consuming sugar. 
 
 
Please indicate your decision to participate by checking accept below: 
____Accept 
____Decline 
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APPENDIX B 
PRELIMINARY SURVEY 
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1. Have you ever watched the reality show “Survivor?”   
 
Yes _______   No  _________ 
 
2. Have you watched any other reality shows in which people are voted from the 
competition?   
 
Yes _______   No  _________ 
 
3. How well do you expect to do in CSUSB Survivor?   
1 
Not at all 
Well  
2 3 4 
 
5 6 7 
Extremely 
Well 
 
4. How likely do you think it is that you will “survive” both rounds and make it to the 
end of the competition?   
1 
Not at all 
Likely 
2 3 4 
 
5 6 7 
Extremely 
Likely 
 
5. Would you like to complete the final set of strategy tasks as part of a team?   
1 
Not at all 
2 3 4 
 
5 6 7 
Very 
Much 
   
6. Would you like to complete the final set of strategy tasks on your own (not part of 
a team)?   
1 
Not at all 
2 3 4 
 
5 6 7 
Very 
Much 
 
7. For the final set of strategy tasks, which would you prefer? 
1 
Playing 
Alone 
2 3 4 
 
5 6 7 
Playing 
on a 
Team 
 
8. How important is it for you to do well in competitions like this? 
1 
Not at all 
Important 
2 3 4 
Moderately 
Important 
5 6 7 
Extremely 
Important 
 
9. How much are you looking forward to playing CSUSB Survivor? 
1 
Not at all 
2 3 4 
Sounds 
ok 
5 6 7 
Very 
Much 
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APPENDIX D 
SCREENSHOTS OF SURVIVOR  
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With Kamiya Stewart as the Participant 
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APPENDIX E 
SURVIVOR SCRIPT FOR CONDITIONS
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Round 1 (Trip to the Moon) Rankings and Vote 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Version 1 
 
Group-Unfair 
Version 2 
 
Group-Fair 
Version 3 
 
Individual-Unfair 
Version 4 
 
Individual-
Fair 
#1 Laurie (14) 
#2 Participant (12) 
#3 Lupe (11) 
#4 Hannah & Anne 
(8) 
#1 Laurie (14) 
#2 Anne (12) 
#3 Participant 
& Hannah(11) 
#4 Lupe (8) 
#1 Laurie (14) 
#2 Participant (12) 
#3 Hannah (11)  
#4 Lupe & Anne 
(8) 
#1 Laurie (14) 
#2 Lupe (12) 
#3 Anne & 
Participant 
(11) 
#4 Hannah (8)   
 
Lupe voted off 
 
Lupe voted off 
 
Hannah voted off 
 
Hannah voted 
off 
Teammates’ 
Comments 
Teammates’ 
Comments 
Teammates’ 
Comments 
Teammates’ 
Comments 
-her score wasn’t 
the worst but she 
gave some bad 
answers 
-Our team will be 
stronger without 
her 
-“Lupe” is probably 
very lazy  
 
-her score was 
the worst and 
she gave 
some bad 
answers 
-Our team will 
be stronger 
without her 
-“Lupe” is 
probably very 
lazy  
-her score wasn’t 
the worst but she 
gave some bad 
answers 
-Our team will be 
stronger without 
her 
-Hannah is 
probably not very 
strategic 
 
-her score was 
the worst and 
she gave 
some bad 
answers 
-Our team will 
be stronger 
without her 
-Hannah is 
probably not 
very strategic 
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Round 2 (Expedition through the Rain Forest) Rankings and Vote 
 
Version 1 
 
Group-Unfair 
Version 2 
 
Group-Fair 
Version 3 
 
Individual-Unfair 
Version 4 
 
Individual-
Fair 
#1 Laurie (45) 
#2 Participant (39) 
#3 Hannah (38) 
#4 Anne (35)   
#1 Laurie (45) 
#2 Anne (39) 
#3 Hannah 
(38) 
#4 Participant 
(35)   
#1 Laurie (45) 
#2 Participant (39) 
#3 Anne (38) 
#4 Lupe (35)   
#1 Laurie (45) 
#2 Lupe (39) 
#3 Anne (38) 
#4 Participant 
(35)   
 
Participant voted 
off 
 
Participant 
voted off 
 
Participant voted 
off 
 
Participant 
voted off 
Teammates’ 
Comments 
Teammates’ 
Comments 
Teammates’ 
Comments 
Teammates’ 
Comments 
- we need to keep 
our team as strong 
as possible 
-I just didn’t like her 
answers  
-she’d probably be 
better at “an 
expedition to a 
taco stand” 
 
- we need to 
keep our team 
as strong as 
possible 
-I just didn’t 
like her 
answers  
-she’d 
probably be 
better at “an 
expedition to a 
taco stand” 
 
-we need to keep 
our team as strong 
as possible 
-I just didn’t like her 
answers  
-she’d probably be 
better at “an 
expedition out of 
here” 
 
-we need to 
keep our team 
as strong as 
possible 
-I just didn’t 
like her 
answers  
-she’d 
probably be 
better at “an 
expedition out 
of here” 
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POST SURVIVOR SURVEY 
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Instructions:  Please indicate how you are feeling right now by circling a number for each mood below.   
 
 Not at all            Moderately        Extremely 
 
AMUSED  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
ANGRY 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
ANXIOUS  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
HAPPY  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
SELF-CONSCIOUS0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
CONTEMPT UOUS0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
JOYFUL 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
DISGUSTED 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
FEARFUL 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
SAD 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
TENSE 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
FRUSTRATED0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
EMBARRASSED  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
EXCITED 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
GUILTY  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
ASHAMED 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
PROUD  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
DISTRESSED0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
IRRITATED0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
  
RELAXED  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
STRESSED0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
DEPRESSED0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
CHEERFUL0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
GOOD MOOD0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
BAD MOOD0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
SYMPATHETIC0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
MOVED 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
COMPASSIONATE 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
TENDER  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
WARM  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
SOFTHEARTED 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
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Instructions: This part of the survey concerns your experience playing CSUSB survivor. 
Please answer the following questions about your participation in the game.  
 
Now, please indicate the extent to which you agree with each statement by using the 
following scale. 
 
1 = strongly disagree; 2 = moderately disagree; 3 = slightly disagree; 4 = neutral; 
5 = slightly agree; 6 = moderately agree; 7 = strongly agree 
 
1. I felt as one with the other players. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
2. Playing the game made me feel insecure. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
3. I had the feeling that I could continue in as many rounds as I wanted. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
4. During the game it felt as if my presence was not meaningful. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
5. I had the feeling that I belonged to the group during the game. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
6. I had the feeling that I failed during the game. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
7. I felt in control over the game. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
8. I think it was useless that I participated in the game. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
9. I did not feel accepted by the other players. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
10. I had the idea that I had the same value as the other players. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
11. I had the idea that I affected the course of the game. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
12. I had the feeling that my presence during the game was important. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
13. During the game I felt connected with one of more other players. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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14. I was concerned about what the other players thought about me during the game. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
15. I had the feeling that I could influence the direction of the game. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
16. I think that tu. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
17. I felt like an outsider during the game. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
18. I had the feeling that the other players did not like me. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
19. I had the feeling that the other players decided everything. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
20. I believed that my contribution to the game did not matter. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
Instructions: Imagine that you are asked to participate in a future competitive activity 
with a similar group of people.  
 
Now, please indicate the extent to which you agree with each statement by using the 
following scale. 
 
1 = strongly disagree; 2 = moderately disagree; 3 = slightly disagree; 4 = neutral; 
5 = slightly agree; 6 = moderately agree; 7 = strongly agree 
 
 
21. I feel that I will be able to continue in as many rounds as I want. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
22. I will feel in control over the game. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
23. I feel that I will be able to affect the course of the game. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
24. I feel that I will be able to influence the direction of the game. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
25. I feel that the other players will decide everything. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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For each item, imagine that you are in the situation, and then answer the 
questions that follow. 
 
Situation 1: You are asked to participate in future competitive activities with a similar 
group of people.  
 
How concerned or anxious would you be over your performance in the game?   
1 
Very 
Unconcerned 
2 3 4 
 
5 6 7 
Very 
Concerned 
 
 
How concerned or anxious would you be over being eliminated from the game?   
1 
Very 
Unconcerned 
2 3 4 
 
5 6 7 
Very 
Concerned 
 
What do you think is the likelihood that you would be eliminated?  
 
1 
Not at all 
Likely 
2 3 4 
 
5 6 7 
Very 
Likely 
 
 
Situation 2: You are asked to participate in future competitive activities with a different 
group of people.  
 
How concerned or anxious would you be over your performance in the game?   
 
1 
Not at all 
2 3 4 
 
5 6 7 
Very 
Much 
 
How concerned or anxious would you be over being eliminated from the game?   
1 
Very 
Unconcerned 
2 3 4 
 
5 6 7 
Very 
Concerned 
 
What do you think is the likelihood that you would be eliminated?  
 
1 
Not at all 
Likely 
2 3 4 
 
5 6 7 
Very 
Likely 
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APPENDIX G 
M&M TASTE AND RATE SHEET 
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1.   Did you know that the United States, Canada, and Britain made M&Ms, 
using slightly different recipes?    Yes       No   
 
2. Are you familiar with the difference among the recipes?    Yes       No   
 
3. Do you like chocolate?    Yes       No   Do you like M&Ms?    Yes  
     No   
 
Candy Taste and Rate 
 
Candy A 
1. Sweetness of the candy 
Not at all 
Sweet 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Very  
Sweet 
 
2. Saltiness of the candy  
Not at all 
Salty 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Very 
Salty 
 
3. Tastiness of the candy  
Not at all 
Tasty 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Very  
Tasty 
 
4. Texture of the candy  
Not at all 
Crunchy 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Very 
Crunchy 
 
5. Flavor of the candy  
Not very 
Flavorful 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Very 
Flavorful 
 
6. I like the candy (1 = not at all to 9 = very much so)  
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Very much 
so 
 
 
 
Candy B  
1. Sweetness of the candy 
Not at all 
Sweet 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Very  
Sweet 
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2. Saltiness of the candy  
Not at all 
Salty 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Very 
Salty 
 
3. Tastiness of the candy  
Not at all 
Tasty 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Very  
Tasty 
 
4. Texture of the candy  
Not at all 
Crunchy 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Very 
Crunchy 
 
5. Flavor of the candy  
Not very 
Flavorful 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Very 
Flavorful 
 
6. I like the candy (1 = not at all to 9 = very much so)  
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Very much 
so 
 
 
Candy C 
1. Sweetness of the candy 
Not at all 
Sweet 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Very  
Sweet 
 
2. Saltiness of the candy  
Not at all 
Salty 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Very 
Salty 
 
3. Tastiness of the candy  
Not at all 
Tasty 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Very  
Tasty 
 
4. Texture of the candy  
Not at all 
Crunchy 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Very 
Crunchy 
 
5. Flavor of the candy  
Not very 
Flavorful 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Very 
Flavorful 
 
6. I like the candy (1 = not at all to 9 = very much so)  
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Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Very much 
so 
 
 
Which bowl of candy do you like the most:  Candy A       Candy B      
Candy C   
 
Which bowl of candy do you like the least:  Candy A       Candy B      
Candy C   
 
Now, please guess which bowl of candy is from which country: 
 
Candy A:  United States       Canada      Britain   
 
Candy B:  United States       Canada      Britain   
 
Candy C:  United States       Canada      Britain   
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POST CALORIE CONSUMPTION SURVEY 
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FEELINGS ABOUT CSUSB SURVIVOR 
 
Instructions: This part of the survey concerns your experience playing CSUSB 
survivor. Please answer the following questions about your performance in the 
game.  
 
1. Were you eliminated in Round 1?  Yes _______   No  _________ 
 
2. If it wasn’t you, who was voted off during Round 1?  _________________   
 
3. What was the gender of the person voted off during Round 1?   Male 
_______    Female _______   
 
4. What was the ethnicity/race of the person voted off during Round 1? 
_________________   
 
5. Was this person the worst player during this round?  Yes _______   No  
_________ 
 
6. If you played Round 2, were you eliminated during this round? Yes _______   
No  _________   
 
7. If it wasn’t you, who was voted off during Round 2?  _________________   
 
8. What was the gender of the person voted off during Round 2?   Male 
_______    Female _______ 
 
9. What was the ethnicity/race of the person voted off during Round 2? 
_________________   
 
10. Was this person the worst player during this round?  Yes _______   No  
_________ 
 
 
Instructions: Now, please indicate the extent to which you agree with each 
statement by using the following scale. 
 
1 = strongly disagree; 2 = moderately disagree; 3 = slightly disagree; 4 = 
neutral; 
5 = slightly agree; 6 = moderately agree; 7 = strongly agree 
 
11. I enjoyed playing “CSUSB Survivor” 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
12. I am pleased with my performance in CSUSB Survivor  
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
13. I am pleased with the final results of the round(s) that I played in CSUSB Survivor 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
14. I am disappointed with how I finished in CSUSB Survivor 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
15. The scoring for the tasks was fair 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
16. My teammates were fair in the way they voted 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
17. I agree with the final vote in Round 1   
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
18. I agree with the final vote in Round 2 (skip this question if you never played this round) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
19. I thought the tasks were challenging 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
20. I thought the tasks were difficult 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
21. I thought the tasks were easy 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
22. Overall, the game was fair 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
23. Overall, my teammates were unfair 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
24. Overall, my teammates were fair 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
25. My teammates were likeable 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
26. I enjoyed playing the game with my teammates 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
27. My teammates were biased 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
28. My teammates were respectful 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
29. My teammates were rude 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
30. My teammates were considerate 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
Circle the number that best represents your answer 
To what extent do you feel the following factors contributed to your elimination 
from the game? (Skip this question if you were NOT eliminated from the game.) 
a. Your ability 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not at all      Very much 
 
b. Ethnic/racial discrimination  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not at all      Very much 
 
c. Gender discrimination 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not at all      Very much 
 
d. The quality of your answers 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not at all      Very much 
 
e. Ethnic/racial prejudice on the part of the evaluator 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not at all      Very much 
 
f. Gender prejudice on the part of the evaluator 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not at all      Very much 
 
g. The ability of your ethnic/racial group to strategize 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not at all      Very much 
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Ok, before you go I’d like to ask you a few questions. 
 
What did you think about the Game of Survivor? 
 
How did you feel about your performance in this game? 
 
Was there anything about the game itself that was vague or ambiguous? 
 
Did anything seem strange or out of place? 
 
Sometimes in psychology studies, things aren’t always what they appear to be—
people aren’t always given the full truth. Do you think that’s the case in this 
study? 
 
Did you think that the information about the game was accurate? 
 
 
Was there anything suspicious about the study? 
 
____IF YES to suspicion items—Good, you’re right. There is more going on than 
what I told you about. 
____IF NO—Good. Actually there is more going on than what I told you about. 
 
 
Well, the outcome of CSUSB survivor was actually fixed.  In fact, there really 
were no other players.  We only made it seem like there were other players so 
we could control when you were eliminated from the game. Your overall scores 
and performance relative to the other players were also false, as were the 
comments from the other players.  So, the feedback you received in Survivor 
says nothing about how intelligent or how good you are at the tasks you 
completed. It also says nothing about how other players perceive you or choose 
to eliminate you from their team. Although we actually are interested in 
interdependent outcomes, we’re more concerned about whether different types 
of rejection (or in this case “elimination”) might have different effects on Hispanic 
women’s ability to control their reactions in a subsequent situation, in this case 
an M&M tasting.  All of the Hispanic women in our study, just as you 
experienced, learn that they are eliminated after the second round.  Half the time, 
the elimination in both rounds is fair with the two worse players being eliminated 
and half the time it is unfair with two stronger players getting eliminated. In 
addition, half the time, the elimination choice in both rounds has to do with 
ethnicity: 2 Hispanic women are eliminated and the White players make some 
comments directed at Hispanic people.  The other half of the time, the elimination 
choice has nothing to do with ethnicity: a White female gets eliminated in the first 
round and the comments are not ethnicity-related.  Can you remember what 
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condition you were in?  Who was eliminated in the first round – a White woman 
or Latina/Hispanic woman [underline participant’s answer]?  Was the person 
eliminated the worst player [yes or no – underline participant’s reply]? Were you 
fairly eliminated in the Second Round [yes or no – underline participant’s reply]? 
After the study is finished, we will examine whether the type of elimination (fair 
versus unfair and ethnicity-related versus individual ability-related) will affect 
Hispanic women’s emotional reaction. Does this make sense?  Do you have any 
thoughts about what we might find? 
 
And one final note: Because your progress in the game was predetermined, it did 
not really affect whether or not you qualified for the drawing.  There isn’t actually 
a drawing. 
 
If you want more information about this study, please feel free to ask me now or 
email Kamiya Stewart (stewd311@coyote.csusb.edu) or Dr. Donna Garcia later 
(dmgarcia@csusb.edu).  
 
We’re sorry to conceal the truth and deceive people, but hopefully you can 
understand the need for deception. If people knew, for example, that it wasn’t 
really a game of Survivor, they would respond very differently and our study 
wouldn’t work out. 
 
Before you go, I would like to ask you to help me out by not talking to other 
people about the study—especially other people taking psychology courses.  Will 
you agree?   
 
Again, if you have any questions or concerns regarding the experiment, you can 
contact the experimenter at the address below.  Thank you again for participating 
in this study.  
 
 
 
 
 
If you would like more information about this research or have further questions 
about this study; please feel free to contact Kamiya Stewart 
(stewd311@coyote.csusb.edu) or Dr. Donna Garcia (dmgarcia@gmail.com) at 
California State University, San Bernardino, Department of Psychology.  Please 
note that we cannot ensure confidentiality of information sent via email. 
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